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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No.1052 OF 1996, DATE OF ORDER: < {'\- A1

Batwean:

1. Andhra Pradesh Census Electronic
Data Processing Steff Association,
Hyderabad, represented by lts
Prasidant L.Nageshwara Rau.

ool

2. S.Krishnama Chary.
. ﬁpplicaﬂt

gnd

1. Union of India, represented by
Sacretary, Ministry of Home APPairs,
Central Secretariat, Neuw Delhi.

2. Union of India, represented by
Secretary, Ministry of Finance,
Central Sscretariat, New Delhi.

3. Union of India, represented by
Secretary, Ministry of Personnel,
Public Grievancas & Pensions,
Department of Personnal and Training,
Central Secreteriat, New Delhi,

4. The Director Genseral, National
Informatic Centre, Central Governmant
Gffice Complex, Lodhi Road, New Uaslhi,

S. Thae Registrar General of Imdia, 2/A,
Mansing Roed, New Delhi,

6. The Joint Director of Census Operations,
Andhra Predesh, Piopeer House, Soma jiguda,
Hyder abad.,

.. FRespondenfs

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS :: Mpr.J.Sudhser
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS :: Mr.N.R.Devaraj
CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SRI H.RAJENDRA PRASAD,MEMBER ( ADMN)
AND |
THE HON'SLE SRI B8.5.JAI PARAMESHWAR ,MEMBER (JUDL]
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DA, No.1052 OF 1996, ;

: ORDER : ;

(A5 PER HON'BLE SRI B.S.JAI PﬂRRﬂESHUHR,NENBER(JU+L) )

None appeared for the applicants. The applicants

1 and 2 were also absant when this 0A was taken up for
hearing. Heerd S5ri N.R,Devaraj, learned Standin% Counsel

. Por ths Respondsnts.

2. Ue arg daciding this O0A on the basis of th
material availablas on record after hearing the lparned
Standing Counsel for the Raespondents in acc@iﬁﬁn e with

the Rule 15(1) of the CAT(Procedure) Rules,1987.

3. Subsequently, at the request of the learndad Counsel
for the Applicants the BA uas posted on 23-10-1998 and
26~10-1998 for being mentioned to. Howsver, th# learned

Counsel for the applicants remained absent.

4. Thera are tuwo applicants in this 0A. The| applicant
no.,t is M/a A.P,Census Electronic Data Processing Staff
Association, Hydersgbad, represented by its ?residant. The
President of the Association is working as Data Entry
Operator(DEQ} Grade-'B*. The applicant no.2 ig working

as DED Grade-‘A‘,

S e The Reapondent No.5 has under his control two types
of DEOs viz., OED Grade-'A' and DEQ Grade-'8' [in the scals
of pay of Rs.1150=1500/- and Rs.1350~2200/={pre-revised)

respectively.

6. The casa of the ahplicants is that the duties
performed by the DEOs Grade-'A' and Grade-'B'|are identical

and similar, and that there is no reason for provyiding
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different scalas of pay.
Grade-'A' must be provided with the scals of pay
Rs. 13502200/

7. Bassd on the recommendations made by the t

Pay Commissiaon, the Uepartment of £lectronics ex
the recommendation for re-urganisation of existi
tronic Data Processing Posts, and to prescribe u
scalss af'pay and deasignation in consultation wi

DOPT. 1In that background Seshagiri Committes wa

tuted. The Seshagiri Committes, after consideri

suggeations and posts in the Dopartment of Elect

recommended the following catsgoriss and scales

Category Scals of

1350-2200
1400-3300
1600-2660
2000=-3200
2375-3500

Entry Dperatérs
Entry Operators
Entry Operators
Entry Opsrators
Entry Operators

Sk o o e B e ey el o S i A e S g g 2N IS W e

The applicants herein have comparad their

with the posts of DEOs in the Railway Rdministra

9, It is stated that the Respondant Np.2 issu
ldatéd:11-9—1989{§hraugh which the post of DEOs

bifurcated into five grades with different scald

pay. The minimum qualification for the post of
18, gradustion from a recognised University. Ho
certain under graduates Qera performing tha dutf
DEOs. They were categorised as DEQ Grade-AA in
scale of pay of R,1150-1500/1320-2040/~.

.j\’/,

L L B

They submit that the DEO

of

nen IVth
pmined

hg Elac=
niform

th the

s congtim
ng various
ronics,

of pay -

e s W s e T

2 ay

posts

tion.

ed OR
ara-
s of
DEQs
ever,
s of

the

..'4




-l

10. It is further stated that the Respondent ng.3
through OM dated 12-2-1990(Annexurs.5) Pormulated the
Model Recruitment Rules for various categories gf

Electronic Data Processing posts.

11. The applicants with the similar reliefs h+d
earlisr approachaed this Tribunal in DA.No0,.329 of 1996

on 8=-3-19967 This Tribunal disposed of the saifi DA
directing the Respondant nc.! to consider tha represente-
tion dated:8-9-1995 submitted by the DEOs workilng in the

Respondant no.5 Orgenisation.

12

o

In compliance with that directions given‘by this
Tribunal, the Respondent no.5 considered the rgpresentation
and by ths impugned letter dated:11~6-1996 rejpcted the
claim of the applicants for granting thé scale| of pay of
5.1350-2200/ to the DEO Grade-'A’, It is stated in the

impugned letter that DEO Grade-'A' and 'B' arel twp separate
posts in EDP cadre having aaparété scaiés"of pay and
differant recruitment rules. Though the minimum prescribed
speed of Datsa Entrj Hork i.e.,-deh is the same for both
the posts, the sducational qualifications pregeribed in

the recruitment rules are different for the tuyo posts,
Hance, a 12thi§kandard:pasaad candidate cannof expect to
straight away get the scale of pay allotted tg a graduate
in the DEQ Grade-'8'. It is further stated that just
bacause some OED operators have the qualificalkion of
graduation, it does not entitls the scale of bay of the
higher post of Grade-'8' bucause they knowingl fully well

of the educational gqualification prescribed flor DEC Grade-'
applied for and got selected for the post of |DED Grada-'&‘;
in the lowsr pay scasle. The post of DED grage='8" is £0 b commmmm—

rationalised as a promotional post in the lodar post of

N
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DEQ Grade-'A'. Thas Recruitment Rules for the pLst af

DED Grade-'B' were notified during the year 1397
while the post of DEO Grade-'A' wers created dui

year 1993, Thersforse, the racruitment rules fa

itself
ring the
r the

post of ODED grade-'8' did not have a pfovisinn FOr Prow

motion. However, a proposal for the amendment pf the

rules for providing promotional avenue from the

Qrade of DEQ Grade-'A' is under consideration,

feader

13. It is further stated that the cadre strucfure and

service conditions as well as the dutiss and responsibi-

lities in this Department and the Railway Administration

camot be identical and, therefore, inter-depar[tmantal

comparison is not susteinable. VTha post in thils Oepartmant

have been sanctioned basad on the specific job [reguirement

and structure of the Department. Thus the clailm of the

applicants Por providing the scale of pay of RsJ1350-2200/-

to the DED Grade-'A' was rejected.

14. Being aggriaved, the applicants have filgd this OA

praying to declare the action of the respondangs in

issuing the Proceedings No.18/6/96-AD-1I, dated:11-56-1996

‘ ~of
through which the claim of the DED Grade-'A‘ 4

thg scals

of pay of Rs.1350-2200/- has been rejected even thﬁqgﬁ the

DEQ Grade-'A' ara performing similar work like|DED Gr.'8',

as illeqal, arbitrary, illoegical, irrational, discrimina-

tory and violative of Articles 14, 16, 21 and 39(d) of the

Constitution of India,

15, The applicants have challenged the impughed letter

dated 11-~6~-1996 as illsgal. That lstter is cryptic and

does not answer the various contentions raised|by them

in DA,Ng.329 of 1996. That the impugned lettepr

-has bean

f)l/ | J ...............6
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issued mechanically and without application of mpnd. That

it was not open for the Respondent No.5 to reje
claim of the applicadta on the ground that thei
cannot be compared with the duties of the Dils
in the Railway Administration, that the DEOs Gr
and Grade-'B' are performing identical and simi

of work, that no specific job charts have been

ct the

r| duties
vorking
Ada-'A'
Jar nature

flormuylated

" for the DEOs Grade-'A' and 'B'. They have prodyced the

job chart at Annexurs.13, Thus they contend th

impugned Order is liable to be qguashad.

164 The respondent no.6 has filed the raeply t
It is stated that tha Dirsctorate of Census Ope
in A.P. has the following posts in the scale of)

against themi=-

B.E.Dperator Grade-'A' (63 pasts)  : fs.1150-1
D.E.Opstator Grade-'B'(72 posts) P Rs.1350-
Junior Supervisor (18 posts) t Rs.1400-2
Senior Supervisor { 6 posts) t Rs.1640-2

17.  They submit that in accordance with the
recruitment rulés, the minimum qualificttiun 23 §
for the post of DEO Grade-'A’ is. a pass in 12¢
or its equivalent with a speed of 8000 KOPH, ap
tha post of DED Crads-'B' the minimum qualificg
graduate from a recognised University with 8000

for data entry work on EDP Machines.

18.  They submit that during the year 1993, 63

DED Grade~'A' wera sanctionad.

19. Thay dispute the status of the applican{

claims to be tha Presidant of thae Association|

_submit that the Assaciation is not a racognis&d Assoeiation’

TP—
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and that the applicent ne.?! is not autherised to

this 0A on bshalf of the DEOs working in the Uep

20, They submit that as per the OM No.F,7(1)/I
datedt11-9-1989 revised pay structurs and }étion
the pay scales in respsct of EDP posts in the Ce
Government Dapartments, the pay of DED Grade-'B'
ravised to the scele of pay of Rs.1350-2200/~, th
time some of the DEDs Grade-'B' had approached t
in 0A,No.957 of 1990 for implementing the re-str
schame retrospactively from 1-1-1986, that the a

succaaded in their OA and accordingly they were

(@

file

hrtmant.,

£/86(44),
Blising
htral

vas

Lt at that
his Tribunal
itctured
pplicants

givan the

restructured benefits of revised pay with retrodpective

of fact from 1-1~-1986, that for attanding to the
Opgrations, 63 posts of DEO Grade-'A' in fhm 8CE
of Re.1150-1500/= wars sanctioned as per the Regi
General's letter No.3/1/93/RG(AD=11}, dated:7=7-

accordingly, tha said posts vere filled up by di

1993 Census
leg of pay
strar

1993, that

ract recruit~

maﬁt,that gome of the graduates alag responded
selacted likswiase, thes applicant ne.2, who was
The applicant no.2 knowing fully uell applied tg
post ﬁf DEQ Grade-'A' and waa sslected and theat
ask for the scale of pay of Rs.1350-2200/~-, which

assigned to OED Grade-'B',

21, They submit that the cadrs structura and $

conditions, duties and responsibilities attached
various posts in the Directoratas of Census Operg
cannot be compared with the gadra structure ser]
dihions and duties and responsibilitias of the p
similarly situated in ths Railuay Administratioh

posts in the Census Departmant were sanctioned p

the spacific job raguirement and structurs of t

ment, that it is for the Bepartment teo creata th
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which are necessary to suit thair requirements,
existing posts of DEU Gr.'B' in ths scals of pay
Rs«1350~2200/- and some posts in the catsgory of
in tha scale of pay of Rs.1150-1500/- uwsre create

(+

that the
aof
DED Gr, ‘A’

d afresah

during the year 1993 on the basis of ths rnquirnmnntﬁaf

the Department, that thes recruitment rules for t
of DED Gr,.'8' wvere already in axistence in 1591
that the minimum qualification prascribad for th

-

DE@fﬁr.‘B' and the paét of DED Gr,'A' are quite
t;él a8 proposal has been made for ﬁ?nviding a pr
avanue from tha post of DEO Gr,'A’', that tho sam
consideration, that the applicants cannot claim

scale of pay of f.1350-2200/~ to the post of DEOD
that earlier the applicant no.l had approached t
in 0A.N0.4B2 of 1394, that the decision fn the s
no relevanca to the present casa, that the'appli
filed DA,N0.329 of 1996, that as per tha directi
in tha said DA, the department considered the rs
'of the applicaﬁts and issued the impugned letter
11-9=-1986, that they tock intc considsration the
noﬁtwntions raised by the applicants in their re

tion, that the department felt not possible to a

claim of the applicants for granting the scala o

he post

Ii.tS!lfp

B post of

differaent,

omotional

p i8 under

highar

Gr.'A',
his Tribunal
aid OA has
cants had

bns given
presantation
dated;

various
hresanta-

Ccept the

L pay of

Rs,1350-2200/~ to the post of DEO Gr.'A*', that thp Dapartment

has analyssd various rules and provisions in the
letter and thst the posts have been created in tt
Group-"A' in accordance with the requirement of |
ment and thet the impugned lstter dated 11-6-139¢

Sy ’ .
suffer foesmany illsgality or irregul arity and t
therefore, ligble to be dismiased.
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22, The applicants herein are aggriseved by the [impugned

letter dated 11-6-1996(Annexure.12, page.65 to

thie BH)’

whasrein their claim for grant of scale of pay s.1350-2200/=-

to the cadre of DEO Gr.'A' has bsen rejected.

The responw

dents considered their rapresentation in accordafice with

the diractions given by this Tribunal in DA.No

decidad on 8=3-19964,

23, The applicants submit th st the 4th respo

.39 of 1996,

ndent avolved

‘job description to the various categories of Operators in

the Census Department and that the posts of DEO Gr.'A' are

dents have unnecessarily and with a view to le
financial burden, have éreated the post of DEC
the scale of B.1150-1500/«, that the post of t
are, infact, performing the duties similar to

duties attached to the DEO Gr.'B’.,

24, They submit that fhe DECs Grade~'A' have
in the Department of Census Operations. They
the respondents are extracting the work of DEC
the DEO Grade-'A', Thus they submit that the
have unnecessarily created the post;fDEo Grade

respondent-Department,

25, It is the contention of the respondents

created the post of DEO-Gr.'A' in the scale of

" 85,1150-1500/= taking into consideration the job requirement

of the Department, Creation or abolitioh of ]

structuring of the post is entirely the prero

executive, The Court or the Tribunal cannot Hirect the
Department to create a post or cadre or to abplish the

post in particular cadre, It is for the Depgrtment to

A~ | IR AP Y.

not at all necessary in the Directorate and that the respon-

ssen the

r.'a’ in

hir DEO Gr.'At

those of the

no work
ubmit that
Gr,.'B* from
Fespondents

-'A' in the -

bOSts Or re-

jative of the




(s

ascertain the requirement of the posts and also nore

than anythingelse the financial constraint that %ay have

fo be undertakeﬁﬁby the Department in creating thebosts.
R .

The respondents had stated that during 1993 Censys

Operations certain posts of DEO Grade-'A' were created.

They submit that they did so having regard to th# job
requirement of the office, When that is so, we pannot
find any illegality or irregularity in the Department

creating 63 posté of DEO Grade-'A' in the scale [of pay

R5«1150-1500 during 1993,

26, The applicants have compared their duties with

DEOs working in the Railway Administration., On|/perusal

7

of the OA, we are unable to come to the definitk conclu-

sion whether the applicants can compare the duties and

responsibilities attached to them in the respondent
Department with that of the duties and responsibilities

of the DEOs working in the Rallway Administrat%on. In

the absence of any material facts or data, it is impossible
to say that the applicants are performing the duties and
responsibilities similar to that of those working in the

Railway administration.

27. In this connection, we feel it proper tof refer to
the observations made by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of
India in the case of STATE OF HARYANA & OTHERS Vs JASMER
SINGH & OTHERS (reported in 1997(1) SLR P,143)|, Paras.53
to[ﬁ;?are relevant in this respect. We reproduce the

gaid paras hereinbelow:~

“5. The principle mf aqual pay fcr equT wgff‘
= g 5 @ inherent

difficulties 1n comparing and evaluating worg_w

et _ e T

\done by differentfpersons in differant Organisa-

e ,_z*—-u___ —

tions, or even in the same Organisaticn. The

62_7/” ' !l....t.’.'ll
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principle was originally enuncisted as a

part of the Directive Principles of State
Policy in Article 39(d) of the Congtituti

In the case of Randhir Singh v. Union of

and others, 1982(1) scc 618:(1982(1)SLR 7

howsver, this Court said that this was a

tutional goal capable of being achisved ¢

on .,
Indla
56(5C)),
consti-
hrough

constitutional remedies and held that tha prin-

ciple had to be read into Articles 14 ang

the Constitution,
table in the Delhi Police Force under th

In that case a Orivars

16 af
cons=
Dalhi

Administration claimed equal salary as other

Th
principle was subssquently followed for f{
purpose of granting relief in Ohirendrs |
and another V. Stats of U.P,(1986(1)SCC
Jaipal and others v. State of Haryana ang
(1988(3)SCC 354): (1988(2) SLR 710(SC)).

Drivers and this prayer was granted.

same
thae
Lhamoli
637) and
i others,
I, the

case of Federatian of All India Customs

nd Central

Excise Stenographers{Recognised) and others v.
Union of India and othars{1988 3 SCC 91)t(1988(2)

SLR 721(SC)), howaver, this Court explai
principla of ‘equgl pay for equal work'
that differentiation in pay-scales among

ed the
y holding
government

servants holding same posts and performimg similar

work on the bagis of difference in the d
rasponsibility, reliability and confidan
would be a valid differentiation. I, tha
different pay-scales fixed Por Stenograp
working in the Central Secretariat and t
attachad to the hesads of subordinate off
- basis of a recommendation of the Pay Com
held as not violating Article 14 and as
wntrary to the principle of 'mqual pay
This Court alap said that the jud
administrative authorities concarning thp
bilities uwhich attach to the post, and t
of reliability expacted of an incumbent,

&

work'.

i
i

a value judgment of ths concernsd author
which, if arrived at bonafide, reasonabl
rationally, was not open to intmr?arancﬂ
Court. |

nose

gres of

Fiallty
L case

ices on the
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6. In the case of State of U.P. and other
v. J.P.Chaurasia and others{1989 1 SCC 12|
(1989(5} SLR 788(SC)) this Court again

sounded a notes of cavtion. It pointed cut

that the principls of 'agual pay for squal

el

work' has no mechanical application in every

case of similar work. Article 14 permits
reaaonable clafsificetion based on quslit)
or charocterigtics of pesrsons recruited ar
grouped together, &s againat those who are
left out. Of course, these qualitias or
characteristics must have a rsasonable rel
In {
case before the Caurt, the Bench Secrstari
in the High Court af Allghabad claimed the
pay ‘as Section OPficers. While negativing

to the objsct sought to be achieved.

|83
!

lation
ha
es

Same

this’

claim, the court said that in service matfers

merit or sxpeariencs can bs a proper basis
classificaticon for the purposes of pay in
~ order to promeote efficiency in administrat
That apart, a higher pay-scale to avoid st
tion or resultant frustration for lack of
motional avenues is alsec an acceptable res
for pay differsntiation., It abserved thaf
although all Banch Sacretaries may do the
work, their guality of work may differ. Bg
Secretaries(Grade 1} are selected by a Sel
Committee on the basis of merit with due r
to seniority. A higher pay-scale granted t
Bench Secretaries who are svaluated by com
authority cannot be challenged.

2. In the case of Mewa Ram Kanojia v. All
Institute of Medical Scisnces and others(1
SCC 235):{1989(2)SLR 37(SC)), a classifica
based on difference in educational qualifi

for

ian,
agha-
pro-
son

samg
nch
gection
egard
0 such
petent

India
Dag 2
tion
cations

washeld as justifying a diffsrence in pay-pcales,
this Court furthar observed that the judgment of

~the Fay Commission in this regard relatin
nature of the job, in the absence of mater
the cohtrary, should be accepted. Referri
thase decisions, this Court in the case of

LA N J

to the

ial to
g to

Harbans
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Lal and others v. State of Himachal Pradesh
and others(1989 4 SCC 459):(1989(5)SLA 774 ,
(SC}) summed up the position by stating thgt
a mere nomenclaturs designating a person a

a Carpenter or a Craftsman was not enough fo
come to the conclusion that he was doing the
sam@® work as another Carpenter in regular
sgrvice. In that case, Carpanters employad
by the Himachal Pradesh Handicraft Corporgtion
on daily wages sought parity of wages with
Carpenters in regular service. This Court
negatived this contention, holding that a
comparison cannot be made with counterpargs in
other establishmentsz with different managgment

or aven in the establishments in differen

locations though owned by the same managefent.

The quality of wark which is produceqhay al=)
different and even the nature of work asafigned

may be different, It is not just a compapison

of physical activity. The application of| the
princi pla of 'equal paY}§9r equal work' rFquiras
consideratioh of various dimensions of ‘a aiven

job. The accuracy required and the dextdrity

that the job may entail may differ from job to

job. It must be laft to be svaluated and|determined
by an expart body. The latest judgment pdinted

put in this connection is the decision 'in the

cass of Ghaziabad Development Authority #nd
othars v, Vikram Chaudhary and others(1995 5
SCC 210):{1995(4) SLR s82(sC)).

B. It is, therefare, clear that the qualjty

of work performed by different sets of persons
holding diffarent’ johs will have to be eyaluated.
Thers may bs differencas in educational pr
technical qualifications which may have B bearing
on ths skills which the holders bring to| their
job although the designmation of the job may be
the sama. There may also be other considerations
which have relevance to efficiency in sdrvice
which may justify differences in pay-scdlas on
the basis of criteria such as exparianc# and

I

{j“l/- tsnt.oo'!-a
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saniority, or a nsed to prevent stagnation
in the cadre, so that good performance can
be elicited from persons uho have reached
the top of the pay-scale. Thare may bs

various othaer similar censiderations which
may have a bearing on efficient performanc
in a job. This Court has repeatedly obser
that evaluation of such jobs for the purpo
of pay-scale must be left to expert bodiss
unless there are any malafides, its evalua
should be accepted.”

28, In vieu of the Principles enunciated by.thle

Hon'ble Supreme Court of Ihdia, we have no hasit

to rsject the contention of the applicant, that

ved
588
and,
tion

ation |

Ehay

are discharging the duties similar to those workling

in the Railuay Administration. Further Court or
is not the proper body to compare the duties per
by the Officers from particular department with

Ufficers from other department.

29, The respondents in their impugned letter A
clearly explained the circumstsnces under uhich—
claim of the applicant for grant of scale of pay
Rs.1350-2200/~ to the post of DEG Gr.'A’ has been
Thay have placed the recruitment rules, qualific
and also duties and responsibilities. The impug
latter clearly states the rule position. Thay H
submitted that they are contemplating amandmeht
recruitment ruless to provide promotionel avanus
DEC Grade-'A’' to the cadre of OEO Grade-'8'. \d

and trust that the respondents do cresate promoti

avanues to the DED Grede~‘A', so that the persors

holding the posts of DEOU Grade-'A' may not feel

Tribunal
Pormed

that of

ave
ths

of
rajected.
ation

nead

ave

to the

to the
hope

onal
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frustreted, as some pezrsons, in the grade it is

submitted are graduates,

30, In that view of the matter, we do not find| any
reasons to interfers with the impugned latter dalted:
11-6-1996, The applicants camndt 6laim the scalle of
pay Rs.1350-2200/~ to the post of DED Grade-"A' wuorking

in the respondent-depar tment.

31. We find no merits in this 0A and the OA is

liable to be dismisssed.

32.  Accordingly, the OA is dismissed leaving the

partiss to bear their oun costs.

—

RWAR ) ( H.RAJENDRA PRASAD|)

( B.S.JAI
MEMBER (JUOL) MEMBER (ADMN)

Dated: 2™ Woinntoey \1q93
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O.A., 1052/96

To
1.

2.

3.

4.

Se

6o

7e

8e
9%

The Secretary, Ministry of Home Affairs,
Union of India, Central Secretariat, New elhi,.

Secretary, Ministry of Finance,
Unich of India, Central Secretariat,

New Delhi.

The Secretary, Ministry of Personnel,
Union of India, Public Grievances &
Pensions, Dept.of Personnel and Traiuning,

Central Secretariat, New Delhi.

The Director General, National Informatié Centze
Central Govt. Office Complex, Lodhi Road, New pelhi.

The Registrar General of India, 2/a
Mansingh Road, New Delhi,

The Joint Director of Census operations,
a.P,Fioneer House, Somajiguda, Hyder abad.

One copy to Mr.J.Sudheer, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.

One copy to Mr N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSCe CAT.Hyde.

one copy to HBSJP.,M.(J)CAT.Hyd.

10, One copy to DR(A) CAT,.Hyd.

11. One spare cOpYe
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